Recently, we compared meta-analyses of vitamin D on falls and fractures [1, 2] and found that different meta-analysts had used different results from a trial by Pfeiffer and colleagues [3] . This was a randomised trial of calcium monotherapy (Ca) or co-administered calcium and vitamin D (CaD) on falls. We reviewed the primary publication and found discrepancies in the text and tables that might explain the different results used in the meta-analyses. It would be helpful if these differences listed here could be explained and corrected.
The text and
reports 121 participants in each treatment group, but Table 3 reports 120 for Ca and 122 for CaD. 2. Table 3 reports that 75 participants fell with Ca and 49 with CaD, but the breakdown of fallers in Table 3 sums to 71 for Ca and 53 for CaD. 3. The text reports the total number of falls as 171 with Ca and 76 with CaD, but Table 3 reports 169 with Ca and 106 with CaD. 4. The breakdown of total falls in Table 3 sums to at least 111 with CaD, which is greater than the total falls for CaD reported in the text (76) and Funding This is funded by the Health Research Council (HRC) of New Zealand. MB is the recipient of a Sir Charles Hercus Health Research Fellowship. The authors are independent of the HRC. The HRC had no role in design and conduct of the study; collection, management, analysis, and interpretation of the data; and preparation, review, or approval of the manuscript; and decision to submit the manuscript for publication.
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